THE CURSE OF 
ANGLO-AMERICAN 
POWER POLITICS 


Vicious Ethics, Not Too Much Ethics, 
Caused American Diplomacy To Fail 


By Austin J. App, Ph.D. 


This title first appeared as an article in The 
Voice of the Federation, August 15, 1952. It met 
with such favorable response as to induce the author 
to publish it as a pamphlet. It has already appeared 
in a German translation made by Dr. E. J. Reichen- 
berger (Kolping House, 811 Oakdale Ave., Chicago, 
Til.) in many German-language papers, such as 
Nord-Amerika (Sept. 4, 52), Nord-Dakota Herold 
Aug. 29, ’52), St. Louis Wochenschrift (Sept. 11, ’52), 
Der Nordwesten (Manitoba, Canada, Sept. 10, ’52), 
Der Courier (Regina, Canada, Sept. 17, ’52), with 
others still to follow. 

The article was a by-product of my largely very 
favorable review in Magnificat (Nov., 1951) of 
George F. Kennan’s American Diplomacy 1900-1950 
(University of Chicago Press, Chicago, Dl, 1951, 
154 pp., $2.75). Mr. Kennan is now ambassador to 
Moscow. My review began: 

“This is by far the wisest and most honest 
book so far produced by anyone who, as a mem- 
ber of this government, has had any part in 
fashioning the disastrous foreign policies of the 
last ten years.” 

For example, refuting the sole-guilt clause lev- 
elled at Germany at Versailles, Kennan writes: 

“If you tried to compute the various degrees 
of guilt, you got a rather fuzzy pattern; the 
Austrians and the Russians no doubt in first 
place, the Germans with less but certainly with 
@ goodly share, and no one with none at all” 
(p. 58). : 

Another honest and wise paragraph that should 
be painted on every flagpole is Kennan’s summary 
of “the total result of these two world wars in 
Europe . . . fought at the price .. . of the destruc- 
tion of the balance of forces on the Continent—at 
the price of rendering western Europe dangerously, 
perhaps fatefully, vulnerable to Soviet power” 
(p. 55). With rare honesty and insight this former 
“director of the Policy Planning Staff of the State 
Department” writes of the World Wars into which 
our interventionists and power politicians tricked 
the American people: 

“Both wars were fought, really, with a view 
to changing Germany: to correcting her be- 
havior, to making the Germans something dif- 
ferent from what they were. Yet, today, if one 
were offered the chance of having back again 
the Germany of 1918—-a Germany run by con- 
servative but relatively moderate people, no 
Nazis and no Communists, a vigorous Germany, 
united and unoccupied, full of energy and con- 





fidence, able to play a part again in the balano- 
ing-off of Russian power in Hurope—well.. . 
it wouldn’t sound so bad, in comparison with 
our problems of today ... we can only assume, 
some great miscalculations must have been 
made somewhere ...” (p. 56). 


Miscalculations indeed! This American interven- 
tion against Germany was the greatest imaginable 
disaster for the human race. Instead of making the 
world safe for democracy or promoting the Four 
Freedoms, it delivered a million Christian women 
to bolshevik rape, and betrayed 800,000,000 peoples 
into Soviet tyranny, and brought this great nation, 
according to no less a man than General Dwight 
Eisenhower in his speech before the American Le- 
gion in New York, August 25, 52, “in greater peril 
than at any time in our history.” And even now 
the power-political, hypocritical Western peace dic- 
tators do not declare for “a vigorous Germany, 
united and unoccupied’! 


And Kennan who wrote this honest and wise 
paragraph yet suffers from the grotesque American 
holier-than-thou-ism. He attributes to American 
innocence and virtue in a wicked world the crying 
tragedy American intervention and peace-dictative 
produced! He sighs that our “‘legalistic-moralistic 
approach to international problems” (p. 95) caused 
our failure. And this blinded soul, while talking of 
American morality versus expediency, in one sen- 
tence makes himself the rankest pro-British power 
politician! He says, 


“And if you finally had to intervene to save 
the British from final defeat (which I am quite 
prepared to accept as a valid ground for inter- 
vention), then you could have gone in frank- 
ly...” (p. 71). 


In short, America was to help Britain not only 
when she was right and Germany wrong, but right 
or:wrong! And this is precisely what America did— 
it intervened against Germany for Britain when 
Britain was wrong (as in the case of Danzig), and 
the wages of this sin is that now Britain and the 
United States quail in the shadow of the Soviet 
rapists, plunderers, and slavers! 

The article enumerates some of the immoralities 
that brought Britain and our unhappy Wilsonian and 
Rooseveltian America to this tragic pass. May the 
American people at long last ballot morality once 
again into our administration and replace a hypo- 
critical foreign policy with an ethical one! 


Vicious Ethics, Not Too Much Ethics, 
Caused American Diplomacy To Fail 


In his generally excellent book, American Di- 
plomacy 1900-1950, the former State Department 
_counselor, George F. Keenan complains that our 
diplomacy has failed because of our “legalistic-mor- 
alistic approach to international problems” (p. 95). 
In other words, after our intervention in two Euro- 
pean wars, we have less security than before, be- 
cause in a wicked world, our American statesmen 
were too pure, legal, and moral! An echo of this 
flattering assumption seems to run through Amer- 
ican journalism. Even Dorothy Thompson, one of 
the most honorable and clear-headed of pre-Pearl- 
Harbor interventionists, speculating how our “cru- 
sades” to “make the world safe for democracy,” and 
to establish the “Four Freedoms”, backfired into the 
mess we are in now, sighs: 
“, . . human life is essentially tragic. The 
essence of tragedy is that man, seeking the good, 
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accomplishes evil’ (Washington Star, March 
22, 1948). 

One feels like exclaiming, “Indeed! How cruel 
of God that whenever we Americans feel the ‘call’ 
to rush over to Europe to kill a lot of Germans, He 
should always during our bloodfest allow our Four- 
teen Points and Atlantic Charters to be travestied 
into Versailles treaties and Morgenthau plans! In- 
deed.” 

It is of the utmost importance that Americans 
pull off the rose-colored glasses regarding their in- 
nocence! Our “crusades’’ went wrong, not because 
we wanted to do good, but because we could not 
have got into them at all if our diplomats had been 
honest and just. God did not tell America to get 
into European wars in order to promote the Four 
Freedoms, but He did say, Thou shalt not lie! Our 
idealistic pronouncements, like the Atlantic Charter, 
went wrong, not because they were too noble, but 
because they were calculated swindles to trick our 
people into armed intervention, the purpose of which 
was not “legalistic-moralistic,” but the dirty power- 
political one of destroying the Germans, not because 
they were wrong, but because they were strong. 


Instances of Our Statesmen Being, Not teo 
Moral, but Shamefully Immoral 


It is urgent that we the people realize that Am- 
erican diplomacy did not fail because it was too 
moral, but because it was hair-raisingly immoral. 
And we must realize that it was immoral because 
its secret motive was the power politics of keeping 
Britain on top in Europe and Asia at any price. 
We should recognize that our power-politicians 
naturally tried to fool the people about their gang- 
ster-like motive by building up their wars as cru- 
sades, by glossing over the sins of Britain and of 
our allies, and by blowing up to huge proportions the 
sins of the Germans. But that is not morality, that 
is paganism, drenched with hypocrisy! 

In the war with Spain in 1898, was it moral to 
accuse Spain falsely of blowing up the Maine (Ken- 
nan, p. 10) and using this slander as a provocation 
to attack Spain? Was it moral, professedly in re- 
taliation for alleged Spanish cruelty in Cuba, to take 
the Philippines and in the following three years to 
slaughter more Filipinos for opposing our “libera- 
tion” than Spain had killed in three hundred years? 

In World War I, was it moral, while professing 
neutrality, to ship munitions to Britain on the Lusi- 
tania, and when the Germans sank it, to use the 
sinking as a pretext for attacking Germany? Was 
it moral to spread such atrocity lies about the Ger- 
mans as that they hacked off the hands of Belgian 
babies? Was it moral, while having the Czar of 
Russia as an ally to represent the Kaiser as a mon- 
ster of absolutism? 

After the World War I Armistice, was it moral, 
when it was actually Serbia and Austria-Hungary 
which had started the shooting, to continue the hun- 
ger blockade until the Germans had signed the flag- 
rantly false sole-guilt clause (p. 58)? Was it moral 
to promise the world and the vanquished a peace 
based on self-determination, then to use the prin- 
ciple to destroy Austria-Hungary but in violation 
of it to tear 250,000 Tyrolese from Austria, 300,000 
Danzigers from Prussia, and to force over three mil- 
lion Slowaks and over three million Sudetens under 
the heel of the Czechs, to deny even a customs union 
to the Austrians and Germans, and to brush off 
with a sneer the Irish appeal to it for release from 
their century-old British bondage? 

Were these things ‘“legalistic-moralistic,” or 
were they immorality compounded by hypocrisy? 
Were they idealism, or were they a power-political 


8 


sacrifice of honor and justice in order to help Britain 
win the war and to keep her top-dog after the war? 

As regards Japan and Korea, was it moral, while 
there was an Anglo-Japanese alliance, to assign 
Korea to Japan in 1905, and in 1919, while using the 
principle of selif-determination to destroy Austria- 
Hungary, not to apply it to Korea but to confirm 
Japan in her possession of Korea? Was it consis- 
tent or moral, afcer the rupture of the Angio-Jap- 
anese alliance, abruptly in 1945, again without a 
plebiscite, to rip Korea from Japan and to give half 
of it to Red Russia? Or was it rather shameless 
pro-British power-politics, for the sin of which the 
wages are proving death, unfortunately however not 
for the guilty power-pcliticians but for “our boys”? 

In World War II, was it moral, while professing 
neutrality, to repair British warships in our ports, 
to depthbomb German submarines, to signal to the 
British the course of the “Bismarck,’’ to hand the 
British fifty reconditioned destroyers? Or was it an 
immoral abuse of the principle of neutrality in 
order, as Mr. Kennan justifies, “to save the British 
from final defeat” (p. 71)? 

In fighting World War Il, was it moral to lie 
that the Germans occupied Monte Cassino in order 
to “moralize” the total Allied destruction of this 
ancient Christian shrine? Was it moral to shift 
from strategic to area bombing, aimed at homes and 
churches, women and children? Was it moral to 
bomb Dresden, the art city, at the end of the war, 
precisely when a half million non-military refugees 
had fled into it to escape the rape of the Soviets? 
Was it moral, instead of accepting Japanese pace 
overtures, to drop the atom bombs on Hiroshima 
and on Nagasaki, incidentally the most Christian 
City in Japan? 

After the German surrender, in World War 0, 
when the principles of the Atlantic Charter should 
have been put into effect, was it moral to hold Ger- 
man prisoners of war as reparation slaves and even 
to barter them to the British and French for slavery 
purpose? Was it moral at Potsdam, not only to 
approve the theft of truly German territory, but to 
compound the crime by sanctioning the expulsion 
of millions of East and Sudeten and Danube Ger- 
mans? Was it moral, while these expellees were 
shelterless in bombed-out West Germany to blow up 
barracks, bunkers, and factories? Was it moral, in 
total disregard of the rights of private property and 
of natural and even international law, to dismantle 
hundreds of German factories and to ship them to . 
the Soviets, who had raped a million German 
women? 

As regards the self-determination pledged in the 
Fourteen Points and in the Atlantic Charter, was 
it moral without vote to place the German Saar 
under French domination, and instead of letting the 
Sudetens determine the status of their Sudetenland 
to order their expulsion? Was it moral, instead of 
letting the Austrians vote as to their relation to 
Germany, simply to order their separation and to 
drop a brass curtain between them so that for years 
even relatives on opposite sides of the border could 
not visit each other? 

Were these repressive measures, and dozens of 
others, a “legalistic-moralistic approach”? Or were 
they rather gangsterism legally, and war crimes 
morally ? 


Peace-crusaders Sinned Because They 
“Feared the Might of a United 
Germany!” 
But why did our peace-makers commit these 


crimes which lost the peace? Why did they substi- 
tute Morgenthauism for the Atlantic Charter? Was 
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it because they preferred being war criminal in 
their approach, rather then “legalistic-moralistic” ? 
Not at all. Except where they were motivated by 
a non-Christian, revenge-iusty and often pro-com- 
munistic minority, these peace-making crimes were 
the blood offerings on the alter of power politics, 
basically pro-British power politics. 


While Roosevelt and Churchill were screaming 
about German guilt, as the peace-makers in 1918 
had done, like two Machbeths smearing “the sleepy 
grooms with blood,” they disowned the Atlantic 
Charter and ordered dismemberment for Germany, 
expulsions, dismantlings and reparation slavery. 
Was it to destroy Naziism? De-Nazification pro- 
ceedings were supposed to do that! Was it to make 
Germany democratic? Since when is gangsterism 
a schoolmarm for democracy? Surely the peace- 
making crimes could be supposed to achieve only 
the opposite, as they had done in 1919. 


No, the motive was not to make Germany demo- 
cratic, but to make it weak. It was to make it and 
to keep it weaker than Britain. Churchill, who 
often lets the cat out of the bag, and who also once 
said, ‘In war-time truth is so precious that she 
should always be attended by a bodyguard of lies,” 
lets us in on the secret why, after having pledged 
not to transfer territories without the consent of 
the people, these self-acclaimed peace-crusaders nev- 
ertheless dismembered Germany. He confesses: 


“We all feared the might of a united Ger- 
many, Prussia had a great history of her own. 
It would be possible, I thought, to make a stern 
but honorable peace with her, and at the same 
time to recreate in modern forms what had been 
in general outline the Austro-Hungarian Em- 
pire’ (Churchill, The Second World War, vol. 5, 
N. Y. Times, Oct. 20, 1951). 


In other words, not so much the Russians but he, 
the part-father of the Atlantic Charter, wanted to 
dismember the German pecple. Because they were 
so wicked? No, because they were so strong. In 
fact, he was willing to treat the Prussians, always 
prop pagandized as the most wicked of the Germans, 
quite honorably—once they were isolated enough 
from the other Germans to be weaker than Britain! 
He goes on to explain that Roosevelt “proposed to 
split Germany into five parts, while three sections, 
Kiel and Hamburg, the Saar, and the Ruhr, were to 
be governed by the United Nations” (See The Wan- 
derer, Oct. 25, 1951). 


Now, was this Roogeveltian proposal moral?. Or 
was it a war-criminal denial of self-determination ? 
Was it not plain territorial theft? And why? Why 
precisely were Kiel and Hamburg, the Saar, and the 
Ruhr, to be stolen? Because their inhabitants were 
more wicked or less democratic than those of Berch- 
tesgaden or Bamberg, or were perhaps even of 
doubtful German nationality? Or was it because 
they were thought essential elements in German 
strength? Obviously because they were elements in 
German strength! 


Again, therefore, American diplomacy was based, 
not on the “legalistic-moralistic,” but on power poli- 
tics, the black old pagan technique, not of treating 
a nation right, but of keeping it weak, by fair means 
if possible, by the foulest, if not! And such power 
politics, smoke-screened from the public by power- 
ful vajors of hypocritical crusadism, has been the 
spring of American diplomacy—and its undoing. 


Not too much morality, but no morality at all, 
& worse than Machiavellian power politics, camou- 
flaged as morality made shambles out of Europe and 
a Red satellite out of half of Asia! 
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U.S. Put Germans 
In Detention Camps 





_To the Editor: 

In his Aug. 9 letter, David Levinson 
states, ‘‘The targeting of Japan and 
Japanese-Americans is a sad replay 
of the differential treatment afforded 
Japanes@Americans during World 
-War Ile who were locked up in deten- 
‘tion camps, compared with German 
and iteljan.new Americans, who re- 
mained freéé.”’ | have firsthand knowI- 
edge and experience to refute his 
statement that German new Amer- 
cans remained free. 

My German-born mother, married 
‘to a naturalized United States citizen 
~ who died in 1941, became an ‘‘enemy 
 alien,’’ no longer protected by her 
W) husband's citizenship, and was in- 

terned in 1942. For four months she,: 

with other German-Americans from 
<i the Chicago area, was detained in a 
.,church building, and my sister and I, 
> born in the Untted States, were placed 
Sina state children’s home while the 
> authorities decided our fate. 
My mother and I were sent to a 
= large internment camp in Texas com- 
- plete with barbed-wire fences and 
guards. There we met other German- 
Americans, as well as Germans ex- 
tradited from Latin America, and 
Japanese-Americans. We lived in 
comfortable quarters compared with 
the Japanese-Americans, who were 
housed in Quonset huts. 
- Our entire detention-internment 
fasted less than a year (others were 
not so fortunate). There were positive 
-and negative, short-term and long- 
jasting effects, but free we weren't! 

ANITAVON BACHELLE LEVY 

Larchmont, N.Y., Aug. 13, 1990 
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